Photographs of people are commonly said to be 'good likenesses' or 'poor likenesses', and this is a concept that we readily understand. Despite this, there has been no systematic investigation of what makes an image a good likeness, or of which cognitive processes are involved in making such a judgement. In three experiments, we investigate likeness judgements for different types of images: natural images of film stars (Experiment 1), images of film stars from specific films (Experiment 2), and iconic images and face averages (Experiment 3). In all three experiments, participants rated images for likeness and completed speeded name verification tasks. We consistently show that participants are faster to identify images which they have previously rated as a good likeness compared to a poor likeness. We also consistently show that the more familiar we are with someone, the higher likeness rating we give to all images of them. A key finding is that our perception of likeness is idiosyncratic (Experiments 1 and 2), and can be tied to our specific experience of each individual (Experiment 2). We argue that likeness judgements require a comparison between the stimulus and our own representation of the person, and that this representation differs according to our prior experience with that individual. This has theoretical implications for our understanding of how we represent familiar people, and practical implications for how we go about selecting images for identity purposes such as photo-ID.
Introduction
We all understand what it is to say that a particular image of someone is a good likeness. In fact, likeness is considered important for official forms of photo-ID, with passport-issuing offices around the world requiring someone familiar with the applicant to verify the likeness of the passport image (Australian Passport Office, 2012; HM Passport Office, 2014; Passport Canada, 2013) . Despite this, there has been no systematic investigation of why observers pick out one image as a good likeness while considering another to be a bad likeness.
A number of different techniques in research on face recognition have used the concept of likeness as a key measure in the success of their manipulation. For example, studies manipulating the distinctiveness of face images (Allen, Brady, & Tredoux, 2009; Lee & Perrett, 2000) , research on the caricaturing effect (Benson & Perrett, 1991; Rhodes, Brennan, & Carey, 1987) , and research on face composites (Bruce, Ness, Hancock, Newman, & Rarity, 2002; Frowd et al., 2014) all used ratings of likeness as the dependent measure. Yet none have defined what this term means, relying on the fact that we all, participants and readers alike, intuitively understand the concept of likeness. Such an understanding seems to rely on the notion that a good likeness closely matches a canonical representation of a known person, or is perhaps some kind of 'super-stimulus' providing efficient access to such a representation, as has sometimes been claimed for caricatures.
When we consider different types of photos, we can see that one person can look very different across images depending on what they are trying to achieve in each (e.g., Leikas, Verkasalo, & Lönnqvist, 2013) . For example, someone's passport photo will look different from their work website photo or their holiday photos. Previous work has shown that observers familiar with the person pictured can easily see that multiple, varied photos show the same person, whereas unfamiliar observers struggle to identify the same person across multiple images (e.g., Jenkins, White, van Montfort, & Burton, 2011; Laurence & Mondloch, 2016) . The same is true even when only two images are pictured side by side and observers are asked to indicate whether the images show the same person or two different people. This task is easy for familiar viewers but significantly more difficult for unfamiliar viewers (Bruce, Henderson, Newman, & Burton, 2001; Clutterbuck & Johnston, 2002 , 2004 Ritchie et al., 2015) . Here, the difference between familiar and unfamiliar viewers seems to be their capacity to cope with a range of variability across different photos of the same person. With increased familiarity comes an ability to recognise a person from an increased range of images. Here we test whether familiarity also leads to an increased tolerance to the range of images one would categorise as being a good likeness. 
